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WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

• Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event however, may a reply be timely filed 
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- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
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earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 
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1)S Responsive to communication(s) filed on 09 May 2006 . 
2a)D This action is FINAL. 2b)IEI This action Is non-final. 

3) n Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 213. 
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4) S Claim(s) 1-5 and 10-13 is/are pending in the application. 
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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1-5 and 10-13 are presented for examination. 

2. Examiner kindly presents possible two groups of rejections in view of prior arts. 
Group I 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1-5 and 10-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Schelling et al (US Patent 7,036,007; hereinafter Schelling) in view of Huang (US Patent 
5,860,002). 

5. As per claim 1, 2 and 1 3, Schelling discloses processor firmware matching mechanism in 
a system having a plurality of processors and firmware where plurality of processors include 
more than one processor type. The matching mechanism is based on a firmware interface table 
[Fig. 2; col. 2, lines 29-34; col. 3, line 29 - col. 4, line 54; col. 7, lines 31-50; col. 8, lines 13- 
30]. 
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Schelling does not expressly disclose about having a management (sub) processor. But a 
routineer in the art would know that having a management processor in a multiprocessor system 
is well known. However, Huang clearly discloses this [Fig. 2; col. 1, lines 56-58; col. 2, lines 5- 
25; col 3, lines 61-67]. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to combine the cited references as both are directed to a 
multiprocessor system. Moreover, a multiprocessor system will clearly be benefited with a 
management processor because the management processor can monitor not only the other 
processors but also monitor environment conditions and shutdown events as disclosed by Huang. 

6. As per claim 3, ScheUing discloses the step of selecting a compatible boot image [Fig. 2; 
col. 2, lines 29-34; col. 3, line 29 - col. 4, line 54; col. 7, lines 31-50; col. 8, lines 13-30]. 

7. As per claims 4 and 5, Schelling discloses that the boot-image information comprises 
version information [col. 6, lines 48-55]. 

8. As per claim 10, Schelling discloses that the boot images include boot images for more 
than one family of processor instruction set architectures [col. 3, lines 14, 29-43], 
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9. As per claim 1 1, Schelling discloses that the computer system is a heterogeneous cellular 
computer system [col. 3, lines 14, 29-43]. 

10. As per claim 12, Schelling discloses the invention [Fig. 2; col. 2, lines 29-34; col. 3, line 
29 - col. 4, line 54; col. 7, lines 31-50; col 8, lines 13-30]. 

Group II 

1 1 . Claims 1-5 and 10-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Thangadurai (US Patent 6,748,526^), Fish et al (US Patent 6,381,693^ hereinafter Fish) and in 
view of Huang (US Patent 5,860,002). 

12. As per claims 1, 2 and 13, Thangadurai discloses processor firmware matching 
mechanism in a system having plurality of processors and firmware. The matching mechanism 
is based on comparison of a version of processor firmware with the version of processor 
firmware required by a processor [Fig. 5; col. 1, lines 36-43; col. 2, lines 46-51; col. 4, lines 7- 
12, 54-67; col. 5, lines 1-17, 49-64; col. 6, lines 6-8, 16-20]. 



Prior art cited by the examiner in the prior office action. 
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Thangadurai does not expressly disclose about looking for a firmware based on a 
processor type. However, Fish clearly discloses matching a firmware to a processor based on the 
processor type [Fig. 3; col. 1, lines 6-8; coL 3, lines 34-51; coL 4, lines 8-19, 45-46; the 
processor identifier may be either hardware or software; col. 5, lines 35-48, 53-67; col. 6, lines 
24-33]. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the cited references as both are directed to provide an 
appropriate firmware to at least one processor. Moreover, the disclosed processor firmware 
matching mechanism using the version verification by Thangadurai can be enhanced or modified 
using the processor type identifier. The processor type identifier will definitely provide a faster 
way to find a corresponding firmware. 

Thangadurai and Fish do not expressly disclose about having a management (sub) 
processor. But a routineer in the art would know that having a management processor in a 
multiprocessor system is well known. However, Huang clearly discloses this [Fig. 2; col. 1, lines 
56-58; col. 2, lines 5-25; col. 3, lines 61-67]. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the cited references as 
both are directed to a multiprocessor system. Moreover, a multiprocessor system will clearly be 
benefited with a management processor because the management processor can monitor not only 
the other processors but also monitor environment conditions and shutdown events as disclosed 
by Huang. 
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13. As per claim 3, Huang discloses a management processor [Fig. 2; col. 2, lines 29-34; col. 
3, line 29 - col. 4, line 54; col. 7, lines 31-50; col. 8, lines 13-30]. 

14. As per claims 4 and 5, Thangadurai discloses that the boot-image information comprises 
version information [col. 1, lines 36-43; col. 2, lines 46-51; coL 4, lines 7-12, 54-67; col. 5, lines 
1-17, 49-64; col. 6, lines 6-8, 16-20]. 

15. As per claims 10 and 1 1, Thangadurai discloses the boot images include boot images for 
more than one family of processor instruction set architectures [Fig. 5; col. 5, lines 41-64; some 
CPUs may require different version of firmware because some CPUs are released earlier than 
others]. 



16. 



As per claim 12, Thangadurai and Fish disclose the invention as detail above. 
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Response to Arguments 

17. Applicant's arguments filed 5/09/06 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

18. In the remarks, applicants argued in substance that (1) appUcant's method has advantage 
in that it is suitable for use with processors that may belong to any of several mutually 
incompatible families, i.e., a heterogeneous system and the cited prior arts do not present a 
heterogeneous system. 

19. As to point (1), the examiner does not fmd such a statement in the prior arts about not 
being useful in any other multiprocessor system than they are disclosed in. Thangadurai clearly 
discloses that CPUs could be of different models [col. 5, lines 49-64]. Similarly, Fish talks about 
having a process of type A and a processor of type B [col. 1, lines 6-9; col. 3, lines 34-51]. 

Moreover, currently presented independent claims 1 and 2 do not 
expressly show the limitation of being a heterogeneous system. Claims 1 and 2 indicate having a 
plurality of processors in a multiprocessor system, Thangadurai, Fish and Huang clearly disclose 
a multiprocessor system having a plurality of processors. 
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Conclusion 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Suresh K. Suryawanshi whose telephone number is 571-272- 
3668. The examiner can normally be reached on 9:00am - 5:30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are imsuccessfiil, the examiner's 
supervisor, Thomas C. Lee can be reached on 571-272-3667. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for pubUshed applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
apphcations is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

sks 

June 28, 2006 




